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GUE OR TAXES,
HITCHOOCK WARNS

Nebraska Senator Tells Chi-
- cagoans War Danger Is
Not Over.

ANSWERS BIG OBJECTIONS

Denles British Would Domi-
nate or That Japan Could
Send Immigrants.

Cnroaco, March 28.—Declaging that
there la only one Leagus of Natlons cone
stitutfon before the world and that the
poople must accapt this or nothing, Ban-
ator G. M. Hitchcock of Nebraska, for-
merly chalrman of the Committes on
Forelgn Ralations, paussd a moment In
his spesch to the Assoclation of Com-
meres to-day and added: “I am for it

"We need not decelve gurselves with
foolish hopes that wars will naturally
coane,” Senator Hitchoock sald. ‘''Fx-
perience has shown that they come,
whether nations are barbarous or civil-
rlaed, Christlan or pagan, esducated or
iiterats,

“They will continus In the future as
they have in the past unless nations
unfte in a plan to avold them. For the
first time in history nations are making
an effort to do this

Says It Is League or Tax.

Taxes In the United €itates to cover
these preparations would run Into hun-
dreds of millions of dollare a year. Monst
of thia burden would be In the form of
taxes on Incomes and business profits,

“Prohibition has knocked out several
hundred milllon dollars a year of gov-
srnment revenus and public sentiment
probably will never again submit to the
old practice of ralsing the bulk of the
revenus by taxes on the conmumer, no
matter how they are levied. This may
hs & cold blooded way of looking at the
question, but I wish to make it plain
that the Paris conference in not entirely
academio dut affects us all tremen-
dously,

“Shall we support this effort of re-
rudiate it? Already opposition is strongly
deteloped. Considering these ohjections
it was nret said the league would be a
sort of supernation, with a great stand.
ing army and navy capable of destroy-
ing any particular nation. The objec-
tion disappeared as soon as the league
constitution was published.

“Second, the objection was mads that
the T'nited States surrendered a part
af its soverelgnty by entering the league.
It has now becoma evident that neither
the United States nor any other na-
tion surrenders anything as thes league
u not & government and has no sovereign
POWers,

“Third, objection has been made that
the United Btates abandons the Mon-
roa Doctrine. How can this doctrine
e abandoned by joining a league which
rroposes to put & Stop to aggressions
hy force agalnst every nation, Including

hose In America?

“Fourth, ohjection has been made that
British  self-governing colonles, ke
Canadn and Australia. may be admitted
to the league, which It Is claimed would
give Great Britaln Ave votes to our one

No British Domination.

“If it were troe, it would nol raatler
necause all Important guestions must be
decided by unanimous vote. Also, these
volonies are now almosl completely in-
Aepetient of Great Britaln, and Caneda
cspecially has many Interests in com-
mon with ths United States

“Fifth, It has bheen objected that Japan
night Instet on having the langus mettle
the Iimmigration question and through
the league force us to admit Japanese.
If she could she could al*o force us to
change our lawa of marriage and di-
vorce, taxation or any other domestic
auestion. The league., however, deais
only With International questions and has
no relation to domestic affairs.’

HUGHES OFFERS T
LEAGUE CHANGES

Continged from Firs! Page,

askr4 not to voles an emotion but to ap-
prove & plan. The question i= one of
vita] importance to the American peo-
ple. Tt Is a great American question and
alwould be discussed without partisan
blas. Tf the plan ia a good one It ought
o be approved regardless of Is origin.
If the plan ia seriously defective or dan-
gerous 118 mource should not save 1L
The question Is presented In kdvance of
the formulation of party platforma and
should be conslderad upon Ita merita
Republican opposera wno believe thoy
are right should welcome Democratic

support,
Not a Party Measure.

*“This counsel, of course, is for Demo-
rata &8 well an Republicans, If the
lattér are not to oppose because they are
Republicans it should be equally ex-
pected that the latter will not support
haciuse they ure Democrats. The test
s rot in profession, but in the candor
with which the subject s treated.'

After quoting Mr. Taft and President
Lowell of Harvard to Indicate ngree-
ment on tha defective drufiing of the
covenant, Mr. Hughea aald : “The Ameri-
san paople were entitied to & better plecs
of work, and at least it was a mistake
to have given the Impression that the
Aoevment was u finlsged product with &
gaod reason for e chploz of exprensions,
when later It was nocessary in excune
it us & hasty draft which required re-
vinlon,

“Much would have been gained.” Mr,
Tlughes added, “If at thes outset a part
of the tima expended in ita pralss had
been devoted to Its correction.™

Mr. Hughea then stated the views to
which his study of the covenant had led
him. He desmed It extraordinary thaf
clear, specific provision had not been
made as to the vote by which the Body
of Delegates and the Executiver Councll
rospectively mhould met. He said the
omission had given rlr to much eriticimm
which could easlly Rave been averted.
Heo wus satisfed, however, thut except
an otherwise provided in the covenant
n unanimous vote would be required to
make aotion effective, This requirement
“deprives many of the provisions of the
eovenant elther of promise of benefit or
mendcs of harm from any definite action
where unaninimity cannot be had, and
roduces the covenant in large measure Lo
f plan for cenference.”

A3 to matters left to future considera-
tion and declsion, the speaker sald the
vovenant is nothing mare than & goneral
decinration of Intention which will de-
pend for the fruition of the hopes and
wishes It embodies upon the subsequent
unanimous action of Lhe member Powera,

Congress Wounld Have to Aot.

The earrying out of the disarmament
provision of Article VIII would depend.

. Hughes entirely u onnsent ;
g:unto?'t‘h'. - mwth!
when recom y Exe-
*‘umﬂlnh upon the
1 of Congress . oon-
o J -ﬂd&tm:

thiere mny he of obtalning A unanimous
ngreoment.”

Bo far na arbitration of dlsputes I8
concarned, Mr, Hughes sald, the submis-
mon provided Ly the covenant s op-
tisnnl and does not go beyond existing
nractice. Either party may bloek arbls
tration If he iders the ding not
sultable for submisasion, He continued :

“Thers Ia no agraement to comply with
A unanimous recommendation (after pef.
arénce 1o the hody of delegates), the
| Agreemant belpng =imply not to go to
war against a disputant who _does com-
ply with it

“It 18 apparent that the value of Ar-
tiels XIL [no war without arbitration
oFr Inquiry] mnd of the sanction of Are
ticle XVL lee in the agreement to sub-
mit disputes to Inquiry and to awalt
the time required for the Inquiry,
Whether the time allowed for the In-
quiry and tha facts developed and pub-
lished preliminary ts or In the course
of .m Inquiry will lead to a ‘cooling
off.’ or whether the controversy will be-
come more bitter and finully end In war s
beyond range of prophecy. The value
of an op unity for ‘cooling off' and
of the requirement to submit to an in.
quiry and the publication of facts and
papers should not be underestimated, but |
it is manifest that themss provisions fall
far short of any posifive assurance
u;il:m war,"

& rest of Mr. Hughes's address, in
which he effectively qtmad Ellhu I""lm
on the Monros Dootrine and reviewsd
some of the serious American constity.
tlonal questiona ralsed by the proposed
covenant, follows:

What League Embraces.

“Boope of Inguiries by the League—In
connection with thess provisions for the
peaceful settlement of dlsputes ahould be
read ths sweeping description of matters
with Which the leagus may concern Itsclf,
as provided In Artlcle XT., an follows :

"“*Any war or threat of war, whether
immediately affecting any of the high
contracting parties or not, is hereby
declared a matter of concern to the
league, and the high contracting parties
resarve the right to take any actlon
that may be deemed wise and effectual
to mafeguard the peace of natlonm

* It In hereby also declarsd and agresd
to be the friendly right of each of the
high contracting parties to draw the at-
tention of the body of delegaten or of the
Executive Council to any clrcumstance
affecting International intercoursas which
threatens to disturb International peace
or the good understanding between na-
tlons upon which peace depends.’

“This, properly understood and con-
fined to the proper sphare of Interna-
tional vonference, ls flaxible &nd practi-
cable. It glvea volce to the lesson of the
Ereat war. It provides the machinery
for consuitation, mediailon and eoncilia-
tion. It commits to no action, leaves the
door open for the only cooperation that
can properly be contymplated; that is
the epoperation which at the time of the
exigency is deemed to be advisable,

The Need for Cauntlonm.

“Internal Concerns, Immigration and
Tariff Lows, #c.—The breadth, hawever,
of the provisions to which 1 have re-
foerred raisen a caution and the need of it
in emphasized by the provision of Article
TIL. that at the mectings of the Execu-
tive Counci] any matter within the
sphere of actlon of the leagues or affect-
ing the peace of the world may be dealt
with. Important as it is that thers
should be broad opportunity for consul-
tation, mediation and concillation, it s
equally important that this opportunity
should not be made the occasion of In-
trusive Inquiries Into interna! concerns,
Attempls to make such concerns the
subjects of inquiry by the leagus would
tehd to its disruption and would bo llkely
to breed troubles rather than to cure
them.

It has been sald that the general
words I  have quated wiil have appro-
printa limitation according to the prin-
clples of iInternational law. But the
covenant 1s a new departure and it
contalne provisions, &s for example,
with respect to labor conditlons, man.
ufacture of munitions by private enter-
prise, &c., which lAdicats that the flald
of inquiry ia not to bhe limited by pre-
vious conceptions of what affects ine
ternational Intercourss. ‘While the au-
thority doea not extend beyvond the do-
main of recommendation, the Jurisdie-
tlon mhould bea properly defined, else
that which Is intended to heal difMicul-
tlea may coreate them

If tae Unitad Biates proposas to re-
gard her immigration laws, her tariff
laws, and her laws relatfig to the reg-
ulation of ocommerce. Including her
copastwise traffe, as matters of her ex-
eluslve concern, then thers should be
appropriate qualificationa to the general
worda of the covenant, both with re-
spect to the fleld of the league'a Inqui-
riea and as to the submission of dis-
putes. Unnecesasary amblguities are not
the frienda of peacs Tha rugges-
tion that it {s unwise o refer particy-
larly to euch matters as immigration und
the tariff shows conclusively that It
wonld be the height of unwisdom not
to refer to them,

The very fact that even now, whan
any reasonable request should not go
unheeded. wo are told that, although
such matters ara of Internal concern,
referenice mhould not be exprassly made
to them ns belonging In that category,
shows conclusively that it is not safs 1o
trust this matter to the future. We do
not wieh Inquiries stimulated along these
lines, even though they are only for the
purpoes of eecuring recommendations.
unless we proposa to  recognizs  such
inguirier an appropriate. On this matter
thera should bes candid and explicit pro-
vislon, in order that ths natlon may be
properly advised of what it Ia propossd
to do. 1 must mesume, until ths con-
trary In established, that those who are
in charge of our interosts at Paris will

#nd lts promise liew In whatever prompect f

original declaration thern was a great
element of sentiment and of sympathy
foy the people of South America who
weore slruggling for freodom, and It has
heen & source of great satisfaction to
the United States that the courss which
it took in 1823 concurrently with the ac-
tion of Great Britaln played so great a
part In assuring the right of self gov-
ernment to the countries of  Bouth
Ameriea. Yet is It to be observed that
in reference to the South American
governments, as in, all other reapects,
the international right upon which the
declaration expresaly rests I not senti-
ment or sympathy or a clalin to dictate
what kind of government any other
country shall have, but the safety of the
United Stutes’

“SBenator Root wlso addressed himself
to the suggestion that the doctrine has
besn changed or enlarged. This, as he
mald, Is a mistake, He continued:

“'One apparent extenslon of the
Etatement of Monroe was mads by
President Polk In his mressages of 18456
and 1848, when he Included the acquisl-
tlon of territory by a European power
through ceasion as dangerous to tha
tafely of the United States. 1t was
really but sating a corollary to the
doctrine of 1523 and asserting tha same
right of seif-protection against ths other
a\mx;}:rim states as well an ngainst Eu-

" “Tha corollary haw been mo long and
uniformily agreed to by the Government
and the people of the Undted States that
It may fairly be regurded as being now
i part of the dootrine.

“‘Buf, all assertions to the eontrary
notwithitanding, there has been no other
change or enlargement of the Monros
Doctrine since it was first promulgated,
+ v + It Is the substance of the thing
to which the nation helds, and that is
and always has been that the safely of
the United States demands that Amer-
fcan territory shall remain American.’

“Benator Root sald further:

" 'Since the Monroe Doctrine (8 a dee.
Iaration bamed upon this nation's right
of solf-preservation it cannot be tratin-
muted Into a foint .or common declara-
tion by American States or any number
of them. , . .,

“‘It is plain that the bullding of the
Panama Canal greatly nocentuates the
practical mecessity of the Monroe Doo-
trine as it applies to all the territory
surrounding ths Caribbean or near the
Bay of Panama. The plalnest lessons
of history and the universal judgment
of il responmible students of the mub-
ject concur in teaching that the poten-
tial gommand of the route to and from
the Canal must rest with the United
States and that the vital interests of the
natien forbid that such command shall
pass into other hands. Certainly no na-
tlon which has acquiesced in the British
occupation of Egypt will .dispute this
propasition. Undoubtedly as one passes
to the south and the distance from the
Carihbean increames, the necessity of
maintaining the rule of Monroe becomes
leas Immediate and apparent. But who
fa competent to draw the line? Whe
will may, *“To this point the rule of Mon-
roe mhould apply; bevond this point it
ahould not"? Whoe will say that a new
national force ereated beyond any line
that he can draw will stay bevond It
and will not in tha long course of time
extend itself Indefinitely ?

" *The danger to ba apprehended from
the immediate proximity of hostile
forcea wan not the sole considerution
leadipg to the declaration. The need
to peparate the Influences
the development and relation of states
in the new world from the Influences
operating In Hurope played an aven
greatar part. .+ The problem of
national pretection in the distant future
ia one not to be solved by the fArst hm-
pressions of tha casual ohssrver., bu!
only by profound siudy of the forcen
which in the long life of natlons work
out repults. In this case the results of
such a study by tha best men of the
formative period of the United States
ars supported by the instincts of the
American democracy holding »steadily
in ons direction for almost & oentury.
The problem has not changed essen-
tially."

“1 believe that these words, spoken in
1314, sthiould ba heesded now.

“It is idle to may that the covenant In
ta prexent form adequately safeguards

our traditional policy. In thim wital
matter theare {8 no reason why we
should trust te equivocal clauses or

vague assurances. Tf our policy
reapected, now !s the time to know this
Important fact, 1If it In respected, 1ot it
he safeguarded appropriately. There s
no use In contending that the presant
covenant is adequate when so strong a
supporter as President Lowell has this
o may:

**The United States would be justified
in asking. and in my eopinlon eught to
A=k, for a claume In the covenant that no
forelgn power shall hereafter acquire by

determining |

s not |

N g

conquest, purchass or in any other way
any possassion on the Amarican continent
or the Islands adjucent thereto, Nor 4o
1 belleve that the European

coasta, canals or coaling stations.’
rd it ma vital to our just Intarests

purely American questlons should ba re-
mittad primarily to the Ameriean na-
tlong, with machinery ke that of the
prenent league, and that European na-
tions should not Intervene uniess re-
quested to do so by the American na-
tionn.'

A Trouble Breeder,

“The Guaranly in Artiole X —This In
an follows: .

“*“The high econtracting partias shall
undertake
against external aggresslon the terrl-
torial Integrity and existing political in-
dependence of all States members of tha

In cass of any such aggression
or in any cass of any threat or danger
of such aggression the Executive Councll
shall adviss upon the means by which
the obligation shall be fulfilled.

"Thia plates an | diate un-
dertaking, that is, the present assump-
tion of tha obligation as defined.
gurranty relates to the territorial in-
tegrity and political Independence of
every Btate that i a member of the
| league; tha agreemant is to preserve
|that integity and Independence as
|sgainst  external aggression.
|presarvation, as may be expected, re-
quires tha force of arma, then we must
supply the force of arms or be regarded
as defaulting In our engagement,
| "It has boen sald that this guaranty
should be given for the protectian of the
fiew States o ba erected In Europe.
But thers appears (o be no reason in
any event why a guaranty of thia sort
should ba given to all the States In the

the league,

“I regard thin guaranty as a trouble
breader and not a paace maker. I be-
lleve It to be unnecessary and unwise
thero ia little ground for supposing that
it will prevent war; on the contrary, it

disappointment and a sensa of injury

are led to place confidence in it
“Primarlly, apart from pther conslid-
erations, |ta Inflexib!lity ahould condemn
It. This covenant Is Intended to be a
permanent arrangement. Even If a

as membership continuwed, and the cove-

States whose representatives compose
the Ed¥ecutive Councll and three-fourths
of the Atatea whose representatives com-
pose the body of delogates
amendment. Unless the league s dis-
rupted the guaranty may be regarded
8% W permanent one,
makes no allowance for changes which
mav be advisable, Tt ascribes a pre-
sclenca and moundnesas of judgment

ing States
which robody In the history of
world has ever porsessadq,
the new States It attemnts to make par-

In & world of dypamic forces to which
no one can sel bounda
opportunity for adjustmentsa. It s In
the teeth of experlence. The limitation
of the words ‘ans aga'nst external aggres-
sion' is a frall rellance:

Nor does Artlcle XTI
Even if Jjurisdiction

cases may ba,
afford wsecurity.

X171, to « matter within the guarauty of

| may be mald that thers probably would
not be, ma unanlmous recommendation.
What good reason |s thare for this guar-
anty to apply te unknown and unfore-
seeable contingenciea? Why not leave
the future to conference and decision In
the light of events?

“The guaranty would be unwise aven
1t 1t could accomplish ita apparent pur-
Itprar’ But 1 miso think that It will
{prove to be llusory. Should thersa ba
| occasion to make the promise gond, not
| improbably it will ba insisted that it is
{a collective guaranty Already, It =
jurged in support of the guaranty that
Ita obligation apparently rests not
upon wny nation Individually but depends
| ypon united action, both aa to the oc-
| easion and manner of enforcement. The
grneral tenor of the covenant, as well
an the last clause of Articla X, will
be appealed to in support of this view.

“Certalnly,  each Power will ba tha

B, Alim

e,
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see to it that the covenaut ls sultably
amended in this respect H

“The Monree Doctrine—It has been |
sald, 1 understand, that the covenant ex- |
tends tho Monroa Doctrine ta the world, |
This in 0 singularly infelicitous and in-|
ancurnte description of the effect of the
covenant upon a doctrine which s noth-
Ing If not & distinotively national polley
The reported statement Is based upon |
the ;uunnlnnd.%mnnrd in Article X |
with respedy vritorial lotegrity and
political Independence. The provision |
of Article X. In In itself, In my Judg- |
ment, highly objectionable. But In an::I
event such a guarantes cannot be re-|
garded am an adequnte substituts for |
the Monroa Doctrine. It la of tha es-|
serices of the Monros Doctrine that it de- '
clares the right of self-protection. It/
does not undertaks to lnterfore with or |
impair 1sa soversignty of any othet
State, but it does seek to maintain our |
own securlty.

“The best statement of L. T think, has
been made by Henator Root In his ad-
dreas on '"The Real Monros Doctrine,’
and I ¢an make no betler contribution to
the current discussion than to quote his
words:

“*“Ihe doctrine Ia not international
law, but It rests upon the right of -elf-l
protection, and that right is mromllur[i
by intgrnational law. The right ia n
nece y corrollary of Independent n\‘-}
ereignty. It In well understood that the
exercise of the right of self-protection
mny and frequently does extend In it |
effect beyond the limits of the territorial
jurisdiction of the siate exercising It
+ + + The most common exercise of |
the right of self-proteciion outside of a |
state’'s own territory and In tUme of!
peace la the Interposition of objection to
the occcupation of territory, of polnts of
strateglo military or maritime advan-
tage or to Indirect accomplishment of
this affect by dynastic arrangement. , , ,
Of course, each state must Judge for it-
sell when a threatened act will create
such a situntion, If any wtate objects to
a threalened act and the reasonnbleness
of its objection lx not amsented to the
efficacy of the objection will depend up-
”"'"?t. Is doubtiess lf& that in the

n the ad-
herence \of the American people
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the lure of pre-Easter shopping, or
just the urge of the Spring-time travel-

For this 18 Madame la Mode's favored

things come pouring in—clothes of the
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are the ultimate word in fashion for
women, misses and the younger set,

And, besldes clothes, there are hosts
of lovely and desirable things
everyone shou'd see—and, seeing, will

mum-:mg Avwetur

l

|

an&@n, |

much to the vitals
their sojourn by a
Il, a series of visits
Co*% great. S¢re. * ~ -

after day the new

and boys; nothing
s really new and

hat

B e e S e S

-

Nrw Jork

membera of
the leagus would object to much & clsuse, | It
because they do not want another nation
to mequire military posts or naval sta-
tlons in the neighborhood of thelr own

“Such an amendment Is essentin): T

“Agaln, in order to safeguard Interests
that are distinctively American, I agres,

with Mr, Taft that there should be a fur- |
ther provision that ‘the settlement of

to respect and preserve as’

The

If  this

world which muy become membera of

is likely to prove lllusory and to create

and [njustica on the part of those who

State could withdraw from the league
the undertaking would remaln as long

rant can bs amended only If all the

ratify the
The Euaranty

to
tha present Peacs Conference In erect-
and defining bhoundaries
Lthe
Even ns to

manent existing conditions, or condi-
ditlons as arranged at this conference,

It givea no fatlr

no one <an
foresee what tha merita of particular

could he deemed to attach under Article

Article X. there might not be, Indeed it

THURSDAY,

Judge of
In

will

try.

‘waloome task. In wuch a oase,
guaranty would merely serve the pur-

had dofauljed |n our oblimation. On the
other hand, If In our conception of duty
clarified by our expoerience in the grea
war, we should conclude that we shoul
o 1o war to preserve the territorial
integrity of another Btate. or In de-
fense of liberty and eclvilizsation, we
should respond with heartiness to that
%ll of duty In the absence of Article

Twe Aspecis of Treatles.

“1 am not unmindful of-the importancs
of making responme to the Importunate
demand of atricken and suffering proples
that an organized endeavor should be
mude to pravent the recurrence of strife.
1 deeply sympathize with the purposs to
provide International arrangements for
conference, for the judicial mettlement of
disputes, for conclliation, and for co-
operation to the fullest extent practicable
and conalstent with a proper regard for
our national safety. But time pranes
rapldly, and 1t is not the part of wis-
dom to creats expectations on the part
of the peoples of the world which the
covenant cannot satiafy, I think that it
is a fallacy to suppome that helpful co-
operation in the future will be assured
by the attempted compulsion of un in-
flexible rule. Rather will such coopera-
tion depend upon the fostering of firm
friendships springing from an apprecia-
tlon of community of ideals, Interests
and purposes, and such friendships mre
more llkely to be promoted by freedom
of conference than by the effort to create
hard and fast engagements,

“Constitutional Questions. To avold
confusion of thought it is absolutely
necensary to bear in mind an established
distinction, Treatles may be considered
In two mapecta. (1) with respect to the
municipal law of the United States, that
is as a part of the msupreme 1aw of the
land, and (1) as contracts with forelgn

efect without the ald of legislation by
Congress, it becomes n part of the law
@f the land and as such s subject 1o con.
struction and enforcement by the courts,
In this sspect, the Supreme Court re-
sorte to the treaty for a rule of decision
for the case before it, as it would to a

subject to repeal or modification by a
subsaquent act of Congrems (Head-
money cases, 112 T, 8, 550,589.)

"In Its aspect as m contract with a
foreikm nation,
the political department of the Govern-
ment Where tha treaty by itx

1= no jodicial question presented until
the nacessary lagislation has been passed,

Juwntice Marshall in delivering the opin-
lon of the Supreme Court {n Foster v.
Neilpon (2 Pet, 253.314):

“YOur  Constitution  declares =&
treaty to he the law of the land. It
in. conmequently, to be regarded in
courts of justios ne squivalent to an
act of the Legislature, whenever It
operates of ltself without the ald of
any legialative provision. But when
the terma of the stipulation import a
cofdiract-—when either of the parties
enmages to perform A particular act
—the treaty addreBses (tself to tha
nolitical, not the juditial department *
and the Legislature must executs the
contract befors It can become a rule
for the court,’

“In the present case, the provisions o
the covenant contemplate legislation

what in good faith it showuld
the case of the United Statea

guaranty will not be made good
the mctlon of Congress, and | Agresmen
be for Congreas to decide whether
we are bound and what we should un-
dertake, The courss of recent debates
han sufficlently indicated what the at-
Utude of Congress In likely to be If
the resort to war pursuant to Article
X. 1n oppored to the opinlon of ths coun-
Congress not Improbably will cen-
alder that It has not been put under
any proper obligation to assume the un-
the

pose of permitting the chargs that wa

nations. When a treaty la self-exeout-
ing., that Is when it may be put into

muiute, and lke a statute, the treaty (s

the question s one for

tarms
requires legislation to earry it out, there

The principle was thus declarsd by Chief

Lo n l

thum, the of Article XVI. with
respect (o the severance of trade or finan-
clal relations with a State breaking s
t under Artlcle XIT. te submit
diaputes to arbitration or to inquiry, In
a provision which would require legis-
Intive action to egrry out. 1If Congress
pasaad lagislation for the described pur-
poss and It waa legisintion of & charac-
ter which Congress was otherwise com-
peétent to enact, mo question would arlss
as to the constitutionality of the treaty;
and If Congress refused to pass the leglin-
Intion, the question of breach of the pro-
vislon of the covenant would ba an In-
ternational ome and addresssd to the
pelitical department of the Government.
Ho, nlso, If by reason of (he guaranty
In Article X. Congress should decids to
declare war, no question would arise aw
to the valldity of the gudranty, and If
Congress refused to declnre war theve
would be no question for the courts, It
In manifest, therefore, that in the avent
of the ratification of the covenant, the
auestion whether an obligation had been
crented by the proper exereise of the
treaty making power would he one which
Congress would determine in deciding
whether It should enact legialation un-
der Article XVL or declare war in pursu-
nnea to Artiele Xo

“The sxtent to which Congress would
regard itvelf an bound, as n matter of
good falth, to enact legislation for the
purposs of carrying out treaties has
been tha subject of debats, from time
to time, sivce the days of Washington,
Despite these debates, and notwith-
wstanding {tn power (o fryustrate the
carrying out of treaties, Congresa In a
lost of instances has passed the neces-
sary leginlation to give them effect; and
the dispositicn has  froquently been
munifestad (o avold any basin for the
charge of bad ‘alth through & disregard
of treaty stipulationn. The BSuprems
| Court Las broadly defined the treaty
power as belng ‘unlimited except by
those restraints which are found' in the
Constitution ‘agminst the action of the
Government or of Its departments, and
those arising from the nature of the
Government (tsalf and of that of the
Siates. 1t would not be contended that
it extends mo far as to authorize what
the Constitution forblds or u chunge in
the character of the Government, or in
| that of one of the Htates, or a cession
| of any portlon of the territory of the
| latter without Ita comment. . . . Hut
with these exceptions, It 1s not per.
celved that thers (8 any limit to the
quastions which can he adjusted touch-
ing any matter which s properly the
subject of negotiation with u forelgn
country, (‘Da Geofroy v. Rigge,' 122
1. 8., 258,287.)

“With respect to appropriations of
money, and to the enactment of legls-
iation for the carrying out of such pro-
visions am are within the manifest acop:
‘of the treaty making power, there
would seem to be no doubt of the recog-
nitien of the moril nhligation of Cone
gresw. (1 Kent's Com,, 185:
Wheaton, Bec. 543.)
‘10 4 student of our history
grous has not recognized
of treaty making power to place upon
Congress the moral duly o carry oul
any sort of stipulation, and thers have
beer.  notable remonstrances In the
Houvke of Representatives against com-
mitmanie even with respact to legisiu-
tion as to conmere'al regulations.

"Congresslonal precedents in  cases
whera Congress has been In accord with
the policy of treatles are of slight value
as i guide to the attitude of Congress in
a future controvarsy with reapect to the
provistions of thia covenant. Thers In
nothing In our history to give assurance
that Congress  would recognize  the
authority of the treaty power to bind
Congresa to doclare war in a cause that
it did not approve. The decielon as to
the policy, A& 1o existence of the duty,

that Con-
an authority

and as to the powsr 1o creats
the duty, woulld rest with Congrees.
Whether or not Congress wounld feel
Itself bound to respond or would tale tha

position that, In =0 vital a matter as a
resort to war, It could not be pledged
flin advance without 'ta consent, is a
.vquestion which must

be left to the event

Tha discussions which have repeatedly
taken place in the Houss of Represenia-
tives show that the question involved iy
& mooted one.

“It in In this senne that the covenant
to resort to war under Artlele X, or to
sever all trade and financial rolations,
under Artlele XV, presents conmtitu-
tlonal questionn. There in no such ques-
tion In the mense that actlon Ly Con-
gross can be dispensed with. The poalnt
Is that Congresa would be the Judge of
ita obligation and would determvine to
its own satisfaction the quastion whether
the treaty power could Impose and had
imposed upon Congress the duty to act
under the provision of the covenant, al-
though Congress belleved that such
action would bs contrary to the Intereats
of the country.

“Forelgn natlons, however, might be
expecied to take the view that they were
not concerned with our internal arrange-
mants and that it was the obligation of
the United States to see that the action
cinimed to have besn agreed upon was
takon. If that action was mot taken,
although Congress refused to act because
It believed It wan entitled to refose, we
rhould still be regarded asx gullty of a
breach of falth, It Is a very serlous
matter for the treaty making power to
enter Into an engagement calling for
action by Congress unless there s every
reason to belleva that Congress will act
acoordingly, Assuming that this could
be expected with respect to the Jegis-
Intlon required by Artlele XVI, It s

for ths making of war, there can ba no
such mssurance,

thers would ba no appeal.
YRegiztration of Treaties. Tha provi-
slon of Artlele XXIII, that no treaty
shall be binding unless registered, as
provided in the article, presents little
difficulty. ‘The parties may observe It if
they chooss by regimering thelr treat-
fer, and It may be assumed that they
would observe {t. If, however, a treaty
were submequently mada without regis-
tration, 1t is AlMeult ta see upon what

Dana's |
But it {8 apparent |

ground It could be deemed to ba invalld
! am  between the parties who entered
| inta It
! Merit in Mandntories.

“AMandatories, 1 ahall not roview the
provisions us to mandatories, The plan
han decided merit. It does not follow,
howaver, that the United States should
assuma the obligation of a mandatory
in the Eastern Hemisphoere. Such an
undertaking would present the most se-
rious guestions, It s claar that we
ought not to be put In & poxition where
we would be bound, even morally, to
accept such i designation., The right
to refuse to be a mandatory should be
distinctly reserved.

“Withdrawal. It should also be made
clear that any member of the league
may withdraw =t its pleasure on a
epecified notice,

“Buggested Amendments. Aside from
formul improvement. T think the cove=
nant should be amended us followas:

“(1) Hy explieit provision as to the
requiremient of unanimity in deocislon,

*“12y By sultable limitation as to the
fleid af the league's Inquiries and action,
w0 as to leave no doubt that the in-
ternal concerns of States, such as ime-
migration and {(ariff laws, &re not ams-
braced

'r i3

By providing that no foreign
power shall hereafter acquire by con-
| quest, purchase, or In any other way,
lany possessinn on the American conti-
nent or the islands adjacent thereto,

“i4) By providing that the settiement
of purely American questions ahall be
remitted primurily to the American na-
tlona, wnd that BEuropean nations shall
| not intervene unless requested to do mo
by the American nations

“15) Byg omitting the guaranty of

1a)
Article X

“if) Byr providing tha®t no member of
the league shall be constituted & manda-
!or‘p' without its consant, and no Euro-
peAn o= Asxintlc Power shall be oon-

| that

And this doon not mean | #tantial assistance without
that Congress will repudiate an admit- | our safety.
ted obligation, but that Congress may ©ur duty to clvilisation becauws we seak
conclude that the obligation does mot to malntaln the integrity of our own
exist becauss dn such & matter it could | home.
not be imposed. From such o decision, erty not becauss we had grown less ar-

stituted a mandatory of any American
people.

“(1) By providing that any member
of the league may withdraw at |ts pleas
ure on a specified notica, ]

“While this Is belng written, thera am
reports that amendments are being made.
Thin in na it should be, and It may b
hoped that the amendmenta will go far
enough to meet serjoun objectionn Tha
Important changes that are desired are
not prejudicial to & sound International
order. Rather will they tend to make
It practicable and lasting. Wa can reads
lly arrange for desirable oconferonces
without disadvantagoous commi*moents.

“And it should be remembered that
the great protection against war for
a conalderable period of years will he
found not in any forms of words that
may now be adopted, however deairabls
thess may be, but In economic conditions
which are an assurance that for a con.
widerable time at least we shall not
have a recurrence of world sirife,

“The danger now llen, not In tha
menace of forca employed to further Im=
porial designs, but in the disorder dus
to tha break up and the removal of Ltra-
ditlonal restraints and the tendency to
revolution within States. In making
commitments It should be remembered
that while it i1s highly important that
at this time we should do everything
is practieabls to promote pesce
and to secure stable conditlons, we
should he ecautlous In making promises
which are to be redeemed In unknown

manifest that when the covenant calls | contingencies.

“We can give counsel nnd afford sub.
imperilling
We are not likely to ignore

Weo went forth to fight for lib-

dent {n the love of our own country
but because we were inapired Ly deve.
tion to our own [nstitutions, It wam
not the red fiag., but the Stars and
Btripes, for which we fought, And If
we lose that love of country whieh
transcends all else and mnkes ue wilis
ing to dis Lo preserve our c¢ountry, then
shall we lose the capacity and the de-
sire to aid in protecting the liberties of
othern.”

\POINDEXTER CALLS

PACT INTOLERABLE

Unacceptable *“in Whatever
Form,” He Declares.

CINCINNATI, March 28.—Benator 1"oin-
daxter (Wash.), Republican, addressing
the Business Men's Club hern to.night,
deolared Lhe proposed League of Natlons
plan was “‘utter]y 1yln|erah!o" In what-
ever form It may he developed, and was
uniceeptable to the Senate and the Amer-
lcan people

Ha sald "unlon of action and coompera-
tlon” waun highly dexirable If it did not
Involve “surrender of the independengs
and Moversignty of the free nations of
the world."

“Under the conatitution of tiie Leagus
of Natlons. or uny constitdtion based
upan aimilar principles" sald Mi. Poln-
dexter, "the autonomy wnd self-determl-
nation of the individual nations would ba
absalutely destroyed. In other words
while pretending to presarve liberty, it
would by thla very act at once destroy
the liberties of the world and sot up &

monatroun military despoti= in  Ite
place,
“The plan proposed of a leaguc su~

perior to and allen from the natlons over
which it In to rule, with Indeprudemt
power and authorized 15 use force, is ut-
terly intolerable In whatever form it
may be developed. No arrungement con-
taining this element of & superiar super=
government of the world, with sovereign
and suprame poner over the nationa,
which Is advocated with #o much formal
propuganda throughout the country, will
be acceptable to the Senate or 1o the pee-
ple.”

MOCFLNT CA

GETTING

niture backed

venience,

$415.00.

BACK TO

NOW

| @ - JLINTSFINE FURNITURE |
| PEACE-TIME PRICES

A return to the normal conditions of Peace-Time is antici- I
pated by this bold revision in the prices of our entire.stock. T

This occasion should appeal especially to the makers of new
homes who realize the economy of starting with dependable fur-
by the FLINT & HORNER GUARANTEE of
quality and service. -

Selections made now will be held for delivery at your con- '

SPECIAL OFFERINGS

BEDROOM SUITE—

4 Pieces, Mahogany, Full Size Bed,
Dresser, Chifforobe, Toilet Table.

R J MORANIRRCO A

$276.50 s |

DINING ROOM SUITE— 2
10 Pieces—Walnut.

$380.52. . = - AIW  $253C5 . ‘
LIVING ROOM SUITE— f

2 Pieces—Mahogany.
Covered in Velour and Damask, &
$432.00. NOW $288.00
—— ORIENTAL AND DOMESTIC RUGS.
OUR NEW BUILDING DRAPERIES AND INTERIOR DECORATIONS.
. TWELVE FLOORS OF SAMPLES TO SELECT FROM -
; And a Store House 100 by 110 Feet with Reserve Stock :
; |
Flint 8 Horner Co.inc,
20-26 West 36th St. 3
- New York . |8




